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Introduction
The principle of an annual budget is embedded in the tradition of public fi nance. For decades, however, there have been concepts of replacing or supplementing it with a principle of multiannual budgetary (fi nancial) planning. In the past, there were attempts at implementing this concept in practice, which have gained in force in the last twenty years. Consequently, at the beginning of the second decade of the 21st century there already existed complex systems of annual and/or multiannual fi nancial planning in various countries, with different relationships between the annual and multiannual budgetary principles. This study characterizes this situation and its effects. It shows that the recent phenomenon of extending multiannual fi nancial planning has a continuous character and can be treated as an independent principle, right next to the annual budget principle. At the same time, it allows to answer the question of how much justice was there in issuing Council Directive 2011/85/EU of 8 November 2011 on requirements for budgetary frameworks of Member States 2 , which came into force on 11 December 2011, obliging member states to implement it by 31 December 2013. As a result of implementing the directive, every country of the EU should be legally obligated to make multiannual fi scal plans, by preparing a budgetary framework for a minimum period of three years.
The problems discussed above were the subject of study of a special research team fi nances of the EU and ten European countries (Belarus, the Czech Republic, France, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Slovakia, Hungary, Ukraine, and the UK).
The subject of doctrinal issues
The doctrine in the second half of the 20th century saw a variety of opinions concerning the relationship between annual budgets and multiannual planning of public fi nance 4 . This relationship is accurately presented in the views exhibited in Polish studies on public fi nance and fi nancial law. More than 40 years ago, M. Weralski expressed it like so: "Annual budget legislation ensured a continuity and stability of the parliament's decisions and control in terms of budgetary economy. Today however, there are various reservations to this rule; these include the need for a multi-annual perspective on the development of national fi nancial economy, and the fact that a lot of the expenditure has a continuous character (such as investment expenditure) and that the annual legislation of these expenses creates an atmosphere of uncertainty and makes the normal operation of government institutions diffi cult. There are postulates of introducing multiannual fi nancial plans working alongside annual budgetary legislation"
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. Some years later, J. Harasimowicz emphasized that "for years we have discussed on the necessity of extending the budgetary period. It is stressed that, for example, the one-year period is too short, especially for planning and fi nancing investments, or that the budgetary system lacks an equivalent of multiannual and prospective economic plans, and that budgets for a longer term should be prepared next to annual budgets. It must be noticed though that practice knows only annual budgets. The current attempts at extending the budgetary have period failed (such as the 5-year fi eld budgets in Czechoslovakia, 2-year cluster budgets in Poland), and the concept of a budgetary period, therefore, requires further theoretical studies"
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. In the Polish body of work on the subject, N Gajl was a supporter of replacing annual budgets with a multi-annual one 7 . At the time, similar opinions prevailed in other European countries 8 . These views highlighted the fact that such changes would partially be mutually exclusive. On the one hand, it was postulated to replace annual budgets with long-term fi nancial plans (following the competitive principle), and on the other hand, there were postulates of preparing (and possibly implementing) multiannual fi nancial plans alongside annual budgets that would support and enhance the latter (following the complementary principle). The most recent literature on this subject emphasizes mainly the advantages of multiannual fi nancial planning, existing alongside with annual budget legislation, stressing the fact that the two do not interfere with each other 9 . Such a solution may have a positive impact on the economic growth of a country by creating resources for implementing structural projects and reforms. It ensures also a specifi c level of certainty of development for business entities 10 . It has also been noticed that a government's programming abilities increase along with extending the use of medium-term budget legislation 11 . It facilitates and also determines the rationalization of public expenditure, especially when using task based budgeting
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. From the perspective of the European Union's policy, it also makes it easier for the organization to infl uence the status and prosperity of public fi nance in member states 13 .
The possibility of implementing annual and multi-annual budget planning principles (model perspective)
Theoretically, the relationship between annual budget legislation and the principle of multi-annual fi nancial planning may shape in the following manner 14 . 1) The exclusive existence of an annual budget in fi nancial planning, with the exceptions serving to confi rm the annuality principle. In these cases, the principle of a multi-annual budget does not occur in practice.
2) The existence of multi-annual budgets instead of an annual budget. In these cases the budgets implement the multi-annual principle, which exists in confl ict with the principle of annuality. 3) the side by side existence of an annual budget and multi-annual forecasts or fragmentary projections, refl ecting key fi scal categories and infl uencing indirectly the shape of the budget. 
Annual and multi-annual fi nancial planning principles in selected European countries
The above-discussed theoretical model of the relationship between annual budget legislation and the principle of multi-annual fi nancial planning may be associated with the conditions of selected countries at a given time. However, due to the dynamics of the analyzed situation, the attachment of the countries to specifi c elements of the model will be subject to changes. Poland may serve as a typical example here -its public fi nance system in the 1990s was based on annual budget legislation with specifi c exceptions (the fi rst element of the model), in years 2004-2009 it implemented medium-term fi nancial frameworks (third element of the model), and from 2010 on, thanks to the Multi-Annual State Financial Plan and multi-annual fi nancial forecasts for regional authorities, Poland can be included among countries with medium-term budgetary frameworks (element four of the model). However, classifying Poland as a country with a medium-term expenditure framework (element fi ve) is still open for discussion due to its unfi nished reform of task-based budgets.
Due to space limitations, it is impossible to present here the dynamic statuses of the fi nancial systems of all of the studied countries. Therefore, the analysis will be limited to an overview of practical implementations of specifi c elements of the model, using examples of selected states 16 . This classifi cation involves only historical data, until the end of 2011.
Generally, the exclusive existence of an annual budget in fi nancial planning, with the exceptions serving to confi rm the annuality principle (the fi rst element of the model) was a regular practice until the end of the 20th century. The reforms in the UK in 1998 initiated signifi cant changes in the development of multi- annual fi nancial planning in Europe 17 . The British system is formed in the shape of Spending Reviews, prepared for three years, and since 2010, for the period of four years. The Spending Reviews from 1998 and 2007 had an overall character and are called Comprehensive Spending Reviews. Their preparation involves creating new strategies and determining a hierarchy of priorities for the decade, and a new distribution (allocation) of resources for their realization 18 . Unfortunately, the reforms of British public fi nance lost their momentum in 2007 with the replacement of the "golden rule" with a more fl exible and less restrictive, so-called, temporary operating rule 19 . Although France is usually associated with signifi cant achievements in terms of multi-annual fi nancial planning, which will be discussed further on, specifi c reforms on the subject were introduced there relatively late, in years 2007-2008. Some authors highlight that the organic law on fi nancial laws of 2001 (socalled LOLF) further enhanced the annual budgetary principle, which was already well-entrenched in France 20 . The existence of budgets for a period of more than one year (the second element of the model discussed above) is in practice very rare 21 . The last two decades have not seen a single case of such budget in the surveyed European countries. Among EU member states, the most quoted exception to the annuality principle is Slovenia, whose budget is legislated every two years. Due to the annual nature of budget planning (rolling budgetary planning), even though the budget in Slovenia is legislated every two years, the work on it takes place every year 22 . Under the infl uence of ongoing scientifi c discussions and the impact of the concept of New Public Management
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, but also because of the requirements of the European Communities (and then the European Union), already in the 1990s some countries used, alongside their annual budgets, multi-annual fi nancial projections, perspectives or forecasts involving specifi c fi scal categories, directly affecting the shape of the annual budget. For example, Slovakia used them since 1995, and Lithuania used them since 2000, many years before these countries joined the European Union. A prominent example of the existence of a multi-annual fi nancial planning scheme (in the broad sense) in EU member states included -next to annual budgets -convergence and stability programmes functioning since 1999
24 . In principle, member states prepare such frameworks for three years and update them annually. Still, some rules and legal consequences vary between states with derogation (convergence programmes) and other countries (stability programmes). What is also signifi cant here is the binding of public fi nance of the EU (EEC), planned for a fi ve year period and later for a seven year period, with the public fi nances of member states. Within the former, the members must "if only to provide relevant data required to prepare multi-annual fi nancial framework, forecast certain fi nancial factors also for periods extending the one-year budget"
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. Sometimes this is linked with specifi c legal requirements (obligations). In recent years, the efforts to rationalize and limit public debt and defi cit have also resulted in separate multi-annual programmes and plans within this scope of most European countries. Generally, it may be said that by the end of 2011 most European states did implement various elements of multiannual fi nancial planning, which were linked with and affected their annual budgets in different ways
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. The above mentioned elements of multi-annual fi nancial planning (programming) of public fi nance did not exclude the preparation of comprehensive, multi-annual fi nancial plans in individual countries (element four of the proposed model). The European Community, and later the European Union, encouraged its members to prepare such plans. The same inspiration also came from other European organizations, especially from the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, or the Organization for Economic Growth and Development (OECD). The European Union (preceded by the European Economic Communities) gave a good example on how to implement these principles in practice. Since 1998, the EU has had a general annual budget and a multi-annual fi nancial framework, both co-dependent and mutually supportive 27 , which will be expanded upon in the following section of the article.
The documents containing multi-annual fi nancial plans or their elements exist in different countries under various names, which is why it is not their name, but rather their character and contents that decide on their importance. We assume that multiannual fi nancial plans are separate documents adopted in a specifi c legal form, which pertain to the whole public fi nance sector and contain a set of revenues and expenses (or profi ts and losses) for a period of at least three years, with an internal distinction into separate years, with an additional division into scope and/or coverage. Such a multi-annual fi nancial plan should essentially have a specifi c infl uence on the annual budget (i.e. it cannot be a parallel fi nancial forecast, independent from the annual budget). Having regard to these assumptions, it may safely be assumed that at the time of issuing Council Directive 2011/85/EU (end of 2011), among the surveyed countries, the following countries possessed a multi-annual fi nancial plan: Poland, France, the UK, Slovakia, the Czech Republic 28 and Russia
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. For various reasons, documents prepared in other surveyed countries cannot be regarded as multi-annual fi nancial plans
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. Multi-annual fi nancial plans in some of the states mentioned above have a task-based character. This is most evident in the case of France, the UK and Slovakia.
31 From a formal perspective, the Multi-annual State Financial Plan in Poland corresponds to these assumptions, as it includes expenditures with functional divisions and measuring methods for their realization. There is a dose of uncertainty raised here connected with the fact that the reform of task-based budgeting in Poland is not yet complete, the annual budgets are based on traditional principles, and the effects of the task-based budgeting reform will surely infl uence the properties and structure of the multi-annual fi nancial plan 32 . Multi-annual fi nancial plans in Russia and the Czech Republic on the other hand are more of a traditional character, corresponding to the traditionalist annual budget approach in these countries.
To summarize this part of the analysis it can be said that in recent years the phenomenon of multiannuality in the planning of public fi nances or their elements became prevalent. At the time of issuing of Council Directive 2011/85/EU (end of 2011), even though there yet was no legal obligation in the EU to do so, many member states did have multi-annual fi nancial plans, and some of them even had task-based multi-annual expenditure plans. Also, these countries evidently show that the annual budgetary principle started to be supplemented by a (legal) multi-annual fi nancial planning principle. This means that in many countries, the principle of annual budgetary legislation existed within the multi-annual budgetary or fi nancial frameworks (plans).
Prerequisites for developing multi-annual fi nancial planning before Council Directive 2011/85/EU
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It may be stated, in general terms, that during the whole of the 20th century the principle of annuality in fi nance was an absolute statutory rule, yet it was more and more often criticized by the doctrine which demanded its replacement (or augmentation) with the principle of long-termism. This state of affairs persisted despite multiple attempts by practitioners to introduce multi-annual frameworks which failed in the end. Although this was due to a number of different reasons, the fact remains that objective negative experiences did not refer to the governmental system in nature -these occurred both in capitalist and socialist countries based on centralized planning. Only towards the end of the 20th century and in the last decade there was a major shift in existing practice both in terms of legal provisions and management methods. Long-termism has been introduced into the legislation and even into the Treaties and Constitution by the European Union and by various European states 34 . The practical management of public fi nance has also evolved as more and more countries experiment with multi-annual planning and task-based budgets, which in the future should lead to changes in statutory rules and the nature of the plans. Under these circumstances it is important to question the main factors in the development of the principle of long-termism in public fi nance in the last ten or so years in Europe. Some examples are listed below. adopted by the Union. Moreover, of direct concern to member states, they are obliged to submit three-year convergence programmes (those states which are included in derogation) or stability programmes and to keep them up-to-date. They may also be included in excessive defi cit procedures and therefore be subject to additional conditions
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. In terms of the requirement for multi-annual fi nancial planning in particular member states, the Union has limited itself to supporting its development until the issuing of Council Directive 2011/85/EU.
2) The infl uence of the New Public Management (NPM) on the European fi nancial management practice. New Public Management, whose cornerstone ideas had been formulated in the 1940s in the USA, was developed and applied in the UK and several other countries. It was then adopted by the OECD and the European Community. In its political scope, NPM is supposed to ensure better use of public resources and delivery of better public service -things that are universally accepted. According to independent research by C.H. Hood, and D. Osborne and T. Gaebler, this means introducing competitiveness, service delivery standards, objective quality measuring, decentralization and de-aggregation, professional management into the public sector as well as deploying management techniques and methods used in the private sector. 38 These features in the public sector will always be debatable, especially if introduced too quickly and formally. However, they do have their application in public fi nance management. Hence the coining of the phrase New Public Finance Management. This is based on defi ning the tasks and objectives for the public sector and measuring their delivery with the help of objective measuring factors, with the aim of replacing administering of public resources with effective management. Achieving these objectives is aided in an obvious way by the introduction of task based budgets, which must be accompanied by multi-annual fi nancial planning (programming). It is worth noting that although most modern countries are applying some elements of NPM, there are countries like, for example, Germany which have retained their traditional methodology and frameworks of their public sector 39 . 3) Positive experience in a number of countries, including the European Union, in introducing multi-annual public fi nance. In accordance with a number of authors, it is possible to state that these experiences have originated in the experiments conducted in the USA involving the PPBS method. Its reworking in the 20th century led to the creation of the PPB in the UK, and the RCB in France; however, those fi rst attempts at implementation failed. Still, these experiences were regarded as a useful learning exercise, and citizens and public administrators were being prepared for upcoming changes. It does not come as a surprise, therefore, that the successful introduction of multi-annual fi nancial planning and task based budget in the UK in 1988 sent an impulse for similar changes to be adopted in France (where a task based budget was introduced in 2006 and multi-annual fi nancial programmes in 2008) 40 . France, on the other hand, seems to set the example and be the trigger for the reforms partially introduced in Poland. A positive example within the European Union has been described above. 4) The IT revolution has also been a positive factor in spreading the principle of multi-annual public fi nance. The infl uence of the world-wide fi nancial and economic crisis upon these processes is open for debate. The latter is the subject of heated discussion, with completely incompatible arguments,
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warning researchers about making rash syntheses.
Council Directive 2011/85/EU as a new premise for developing the multi-annual fi nancial planning principle
So far, the analysis brings the following conclusions and questions: 1) Recent years have seen a systematic increase of the importance of multiannual fi nancial planning in public fi nance management in European countries. In some countries, the principle of multi-annual fi nancial planning acquired a legal status, involving in its scope the principle of annual budgetary legislation (the annual budget principle within the framework of multi-annual fi nancial planning). This happened under the infl uence of numerous experiences and recommendations of the EU, experiences from other countries and public fi nance management reforms, i. 2) Although multi-annual fi nancial planning is common in European countries -either in the form of partial fi nancial plans supplementing the annual budget principle or separate multi-annual fi nancial plans within (or alongside) the framework of the functioning of annual budgets -there was an array of various legal and material solutions for the matter. Therefore, it seems that there were premises for unifying these solutions, pushing for implementing a minimum of common standards and defi nitions. Although Europe-wide (such as the Council of Europe) organizations did not have the relevant legal instruments, such actions could be introduced by the bodies of the EU. 3) It was impossible to illustrate a clear relationship between the development of the multi-annuality principle and the state of public fi nances in particular counties. The countries where the principle is broadly applied (such as France, Poland, Slovakia, the UK), and those with a task-based budget or at advanced stages of developing one, all have various problems in terms of public fi nances (the amount of public debt or defi cit, the reality of income plans, etc.). This shows that singular solutions, even though they should in principle improve public fi nance management, may not present the expected results, if they are not involved in an overall, cohesive system. It may well be stated that until the issuing of Council Directive 2011/85/EU, multi-annual fi nancial planning and the problems corresponding to it in member states remained outside of EU policy in terms of the Growth and Stability Pact. It, therefore, comes as no surprise that the reform of the pre-emptive and corrective parts of the pact should also involve problems connected with multi-annual fi nancial planning.
Supporting this idea is the fact that in June 2010, the European Council reached an agreement on the immediate need for increasing the coordination of economic policies among member states that involved reforming the Growth and Stability Pact and budgetary supervision. It was decided in particular: to strengthen the preventive and corrective parts of the Growth and Stability Pact, even by sanctions and proper recognition of the individual situations of particular member states in the euro zone; to pay -in terms of budgetary supervision -much closer attention to the levels of debt and the overall stability of public fi nance and changes in them; to make all member states implement budgetary principles and medium-term budgetary frameworks conforming to the Growth and Stability Pact within their legal systems; ensure the reliability of statistical data 42 . In terms of detailed information on Council Directive 2011/85/EU it was decided that it cannot be expected that the effi ciency of executing the frameworks of budgetary coordination within the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) will only stem from the regulations enforced by the EU. Due to the peculiar, decentralized budgetary policy of the EU and because of the general need to ensure a national identity with EU regulations, it is essential that the objectives of the budgetary coordination frameworks in the EMU were refl ected in national budgetary frameworks. National budgetary frameworks are a set of elements which form a base for managing a national budget. It involves a system of public accounting, statistics, forecasting principles, numerical budgetary rules, budget procedures applied at various levels of the budgetary process and -in particular -medium-term budgetary frameworks, as well as the various relations between various subsections of the public sector. Although the specifi c needs and preferences of member states have to be respected, some of the criteria seem to be of particular importance, as they mean to ensure a minimum of quality and cohesion within the budgetary frameworks of the EMU. These criteria are the subject of Council Directive 2011/85/EU in terms of national budgetary frameworks that are intended to supplement the reforms of the Stability and Growth Pact. The above mentioned justifi cation for the Commission's proposal also stresses the fact that the national budgetary frameworks should also be supplemented with multi-annual budgetary planning principles, in order to ensure the realization of medium-term objectives on the EU level. 43 The subject sentence is also important in terms of the deliberation in this article as well as because of the notentirely clear provisions of the Council Directive 2011/85/EU in this scope.
The issuing of the Directive that should have been implemented by 31 December 2013 by EU member states, is an additional direct legal premise to develop the principle of multi-annual fi nancial planning in EU states. By that date, particular countries of the EU should have implemented, among others, the following principle, as expressed in point 20 of the Directive's Preamble: "Although the approval of annual budget legislation is the key step in the budget process in which important budgetary decisions are adopted in the Member States, most fi scal measures have budgetary implications that go well beyond the annual budgetary cycle. A singleyear perspective therefore provides a poor basis for sound budgetary policies. In order to incorporate the multiannual budgetary perspective of the budgetary surveillance framework of the Union, planning of annual budget legislation should be based on multiannual fi scal planning stemming from the medium-term budgetary framework"
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. This is a good moment to highlight that both the interpretation of the legal wording of this principle as well as its practical realization by particular countries (which will change with time and experience) can vary and will require constant and broad study in the future.
Final remarks
After the dominance of annual budget principle, which lasted until the 1990s, and even though the doctrine saw numerous discussions on the need of implementing multi-annual fi nancial planning (alongside or instead of an annual budget) and had specifi c practical experiences in the fi eld, at the turn of the century more and more European countries began introducing fragments of multi-annual fi nancial planning to strengthen their annual budgets, and, later, comprehensive multi-annual fi nancial plans. It may well be said that in 2011 it was common for European countries to strengthen their annual budgetary principles with multi-annual fi nancial plans, even though there was no such obligation or standard in international law. Still, it is important to recognize the vast differences in the approaches to this problem between particular countries. Therefore, it seems good that in order to unify the regulations in particular member states the EU decided to issue Directive 2011/85/EU which introduced the minimal standards, requirements, and defi nitions in terms of medium term budgetary planning. This is, however, both the effect and the cause of issuing the said directive. Its main objective was to introduce medium-term fi nancial planning into the policy of the EU, aimed at coordinating the fi nancial policies of particular members and to increase the supervision over this policy. Also, it is supposed to improve fi scal policies and stabilize the public fi nances of the EU and of particular member states. Therefore, the provisions of Council Directive 2011/85/EU (including the provisions on multi-annual fi nancial planning) cannot be treated as an end in itself but rather as a measure of implementing more general goals, outlined in the reform of the Growth and Stability Pact, and budgetary supervision.
